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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
1 0/4/2006 has been entered. 

Drawings 

2. The objection to the drawings under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) is withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 10/4/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Examiner respectfully traverses applicant's argument that "the Clark 
reference is silent as to having a user enter authorization codes or requiring a 
successful authentication of a code to generate a control signal" [page 7, 5 th - 6 th 
paragraph]. In this case! applicant is directed to col. 4, lines 11-46 of Clark wherein 
Clark teaches of a house code unit 1 13 in the RF transmitter 110 and a house code unit 
123 in the controller. The house code units 113 and 123 permit the operator (user), to 



Application/Control Number: 10/715,988 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2612 

semi-permanently specify (enter or input) a particular house code (i.e. claimed user 
authorization code) {col. 3, lines 28-38; col. 4, lines 14-17}. The radio frequency 
receiver is in insensitive to received signals except those including the proper house 
code as set by house code unit 123 {col. 4, lines 19-22}. Obviously, the determination 
as to whether the house code transmitted by the RF transmitter 110 is a proper house 
code (i.e. the transmitted house code matches the house code stored in the house code 
unit 123), is analogous to the claimed authentication process. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 10-15, 17-19, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over USP 4,847,542 (Clark et al). 

In claims 1 and 11, Clark et al teach of an entry control system (100) for 
permitting authorized users to access a controlled area by moving a barrier, comprising: 

a secure push-button 117 or door push-button 115 (i.e. close button) generating 
a secure signal including a house code 133 (i.e. coded signal) {col. 3, lines 39-50+}; 

a house code device 113 and 123 (i.e. entry request device) for accepting a user 
authorization code (i.e. house code) {col. 3, lines 28-38+}; 

a motor controller 120 operably coupled to the entry request device and the 
secure push-button 1 17 or door push-button 115 and having an output, as shown in Fig. 
1, 

such that the motor controller receives and authenticates the house code (i.e. 
user authorization code) {col. 4, lines 19-30} and an indication of a position of the barrier 
{col. 4, lines 34-46} and determines based at least in part upon a successful 
authenticating of the house code (i.e. up door or down door) and the indication of the 
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position of the barrier whether a first control signal should be generated at the output 
{col. 7, line 48+}, the motor controller (120) also receiving a secure signal indicating 
actuation of the close button and selectively generating a second control signal at the 
output based at least in part upon the indication of the position of the barrier {col. 9, 
lines 12+}. Although Clark is silent with regards to "a successful authenticating of the 
user authorization code", it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of applicant's invention to readily recognize that the transmission of the secure 
signal is analogous to the claimed "user authentication code indicating an actuation of 
the close button". The house code in the secure signal of Clark is obviously used by the 
controller 120 to authenticate a RF transmitter to determine whether the RF transmitter 
is intended for a certain household or not, by determining whether the RF transmitter 
employs the same house code stored in the house code unit 123. This also prevents 
non-authorized RF transmitters (i.e. not having the same house code) to operate the 
barrier {see background of the invention, col. 1, lines 18-26}. 

In claims 2 and 12, the system of claim 1 comprising a receiver communicatively 
coupled to the transmitter at the output, the receiver receiving the first and second 
control signals {col. 4, lines 11+}. 

In claims 3 and 13, the system of claim 2 comprising a barrier operator coupled 
to the receiver, the operator selectively moving the barrier upon receipt of the first and 
second control signals {see flowchart of Fig. 2D}. 
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In claims 4 and 14, the system of claim 1 wherein the entry request device is a 
plurality of two position switches for specifying the house code (i.e., keypad) {col. 3, 
lines 28-37+}. 

In claims 5 and 15, the system of claim 1 wherein the first control signal opens 
the barrier (i.e. movement of the door is upward) and the second control signal closes 
the barrier {col. 10, lines 46-48. also see flowchart of Figs. 2A-2D}. 

In claims 7 and 17, the system of claim 1 wherein the close button changes 
function after a predetermined time period {col. 9, lines 45+}. In this case, when the 
close button is pressed the second time, the close button changes to unsecure. Also 
see col. 7 lines 14-37 with regards to the controller time. 

In claims 8 and 19, the system of claim 1 comprising RF receiver 122 (Le. 
detector) for detecting the house code (i.e. RF-ID) coupled with secure and unsecured 
control signals, and wherein the second control signal is not transmitted unless the 
controller detects an RF-ID. In this case, if the second control signal (secure signal) is 
not detected by the RF-ID receiver (122), it is considered by the controller 120 as not 
having the secure signal transmitted. 

In claims 10 and 21, the system of claim 1 wherein the generation of the control 
signals is delayed for a predetermined time after the actuation of the specific action 
button. See col. 7, lines 12-37 with regards to the motor controller timer. In this case, if 
the garage door is moving up or down and the specific action button is triggered to 
cause the garage door to move to the opposite direction {col. 10, lines 46-49; col. 11, 
lines 5-9}. An Official notice is taken in that it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to readily recognize that the generation of the control signal to 
reverse the direction of the motor is delayed for a predetermined time, depending on the 
type of motor used (usually given in the motor specification), to avoid ruining the motor. 

In claim 18, the secure button (close button) of Clark functions as a stop button 
whenever an obstruction is detected or the motor times out {col. 8, lines 21 +}. 

8. Claims 9 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
USP 4,847,542 (Clark et al) in view of USP 6,161 ,005 (Pinzon). 

With regards to claims 9 and 20, Clark does not disclose a biometric identification 
system. However, these claimed features have been conventionally used to 
authenticate a user, as evidenced by Pinzon. Pinzon, in the same field of endeavor, 
teaches of a remote door locking/unlocking apparatus shown in figure 2A, incorporating 
a voice recognition system (25) (i.e. biometric identification system) for authenticating a 
user {Pinzon, col. 6, lines 18-30+}. Pinzon suggests that authenticating a user with 
voice recognition is advantageous because of the unique characteristics of individuals 
and a voice recognition system do not require remote controllers to be carried by a user 
{Pinzon, col. 8, lines 25-43+}. Obviously, a voice recognition system is beneficial in the 
system of Clark because it provides another way of authenticating a user. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to have a voice recognition system in the system of Clark, as taught by 
Pinzon, because a voice recognition system do not require remote controllers to be 
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carried by a user. A user does not need to worry about losing or carrying a remote 
controller. 

Office Contact Information 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to William Bangachon whose telephone number is (571)- 

272- 3065. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 8:30 AM - 
4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Wendy Garber can be reached on (571)-272-7308. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300 
for regular and After Final formal communications. The Examiner's fax number is (571)- 

273- 3065 for informal communications. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Application/Control Number: 10/715,988 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2612 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4700. 



November 3, 2006 




